[No. 108] 


CBMMITTEE HEARING ON H. R. 9006, S. 22, H. R. 9302, H. R. 
4 9804, H. R. 9463, H. R. 8595 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, D. C., Thursday, July 15, 1954. 


H. R. 9006 


(The committee met at 10 a. m. 
acting chairman, presiding.) 

Mr. AreNnps. The committee will come to order. 

We want to consider H. R. 9006 and concur in the Senate amend- 
ment. 

Who has it? 

Mr. Ducanper. I have. 

The purpose of H. R. 9006 is to provide authority for the Secretary 
of the Army to donate 28 paintings to the Australian War Memorial 
at Canberra. 

The House bill provided this authority by amending an existing 
statute which relates to donations of works of art to United States 
museums and veterans’ organizations. The House bill thereby 

rovided permanent authority, so that not only the 28 paintings could 
e transferred but authority would exist for similar transfers in the 
future. 

The Senate amendment makes the authority specific and limited 
to this one donation to Australia. Any other donations would have 
to have specific congressional approval. 

Mr. Hess. Move adoption. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, I move that the chairman be author- 
ized to take from the speaker’s table H. R. 9006 and concur in the 
Senate amendment. 

Mr. Arenps. All those in favor signify by saying “Aye.”’ Con- 
trary, “No.” The “Ayes” have it, and we will do so. 

Now we have a report from Subcommittee No. 2 on S, 22, a bill to 
validate certain accrued leave payments. 

Russ, will you give us that. 

Mr. BLanpForb. Yes, sir. 

The purpose of S. 22 is to validate terminal-leave payments made in 
cash, in contravention of the law of 1496, to certain enlisted men who 
were enlisted for an indefinite period. Under the law they were not 
permitted to be paid in cash, but they were. It was a mistake made by 
the personnel office and the finance officer at Fort Myer, Va. They 
went ahead and paid them in cash. These people had “already iaae 
their leave. Then as time went by they sent notices of exception to 
them. They collected the money from 11. They tried to take action 
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against the other 40; 11 of them did repay their money and the other 
40 owe the Government money. 

This bill forgives them the money that they were paid. They 
actually earned the leave. It also authorizes the money repaid to the 
11 who repaid the money to the Government. 

It is a simple bill. 

Mr. Harpy. Simple? 

~ Mr. BLanprorp. I might say, Mr. Hardy, that I finally understand 
it. It involves 51 people and $10,600; 11 get their money back. The 
other 40 don’t have to pay the money back that they were supposed 
to be checked for. 

Mr. Van Zanpvr. But in the end all 51 were treated alike? 

Mr. Buanprorp. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Do you think this sets any dangerous precedent? 

Mr. Buanprorp. We have done this on many occasions for similar 
types of thing. 

(Chorus of “Move adoption.”’) 

Mr. Bates. Mr. Chairman. Weren’t there a lot of folks who were 
just deprived of this money which the disbursing officer never did pay 
to them? 

Mr. Buanprorp. No, not to my knowledge, Mr. Bates. This 
— only to 51 individuals who were actually paid in cash. 

Mr. Bates. I understand that. 

Mr. Buanprorp. And they shouldn’t have been paid in cash. 
They reenlisted for an indefinite period and under the law they should 
have transferred their leave over, but instead they gave them cash 
for it. That is all it boils down to. 

Mr. Bates. Weren’t there folks 

Mr. Buanprorp. I don’t think so. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, here is what happened. By an 
error an officer at Fort Eustis, Va.—— 

Mr. Buanprorp. Fort Myer, actually. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. Fort Myer posted on the bulletin board, This is 
the policy: 51 enlisted men took advantage of it before the error was 
found. ‘The poster was removed and then it became the responsibility 
of the officer who made the error to collect. He collected from 11. 
The other 40 he couldn’t collect from. And now they are trying to 
treat everybody alike by—what they are actually doing is protecting 
the officer who made the error. 

Mr. Harpy. That is the only thing it is supposed to do. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. But I am not sure that is all it does. 

Mr. Bares. It is for the relief of the disbursing officer and the 
repayment to those 

Mr. Buanprorp. You see, actually those 40 people under the rules 
of the General Accounting Office owe the Government money. 

Mr. Bares. That is right. 

Mr. Buanprorp. Now, those 40 people: Some of them have died 
and some of them are off in Alaska or any place else and are out of the 
service. They did collect from 11. And undoubtedly, all 11 were 
in the service. And all they said: ‘You were paid leave in cash, you 
shouldn’t have been paid, we are checking your pay account until 
you repay it.” 
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What we do is make all of them whole, all 51 of them, that is all. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Chairman, I could start a lot of fun here 

Mr. BLanprorp. No, sir, because I know the answer now. 

Mr. Harpy. If you will do just one thing for me after the committee 
meeting is over. If you will just tell me what happened to the 11 and 
what happened to the leave that was canceled on those 11 at the time 
they first got their money. 

Now, if you will straighten that out for me, I won’t argue about it 
now. Because if I start arguing on it now I will throw the whole 
business up in an uproar. 

Mr. Buanprorp. I understand all they did is pay the money back 
and nothing happened to the leave. 

Mr. Harpy. Then it was illegal. But let’s don’t start that now. 

Mr. AreNps. Take Mr. Hardy’s suggestion and discuss it with him 
after the meeting. 

Mr. BLanprorp. Yes, sir, I will be glad to. 

Mr. Harpy. If you don’t, I will argue about it when you get on the 
floor. 

Mr. BLaNnpForD. | will discuss it with you. 

Mr. Harpy. If you don’t get this 11 straight, somebody is crazy. 

Mr. BLanprForp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Arenpbs. The motion is to pass S. 22 as recommended by Sub- 
committee No. 2. All those in favor signify by saying “‘Aye.”’ To 
the contrary, ““No.”’ The “Ayes” have it and the bill is favorably 
reported. 

The next bil! is H. R. 9302, reported by Subcommittee No. 2, to per- 
mit retired members to revoke elections under Contingency Options 
Act. 

Mr. BuanpForp. Now, this is a bill, Mr. Chairman, that was 
introduced by Mr. Bennett——— 

Mr. Vinson. Let’s read the bill and see what it does. 

Mr. Bianprorp. Well, if vou read the bill it won’t tell you exactly 
what it does because we struck out all after the enacting clause. 

Mr. Vinson. No, vou haven’t—oh, you got a new bill. 

Mr. Buanprorp. Yes, sir, we have a new bill. 

Mr. AreNps. Yes. 

Mr. Buanprorp. I| think I can explain it better than if you read it. 
Under the uniform contingency option act retired personnel had until 
April 30 of this year in which to make an election as to whether they 
wanted to be covered under that contingency option act. There are 
a few cases of individuals, old people, people in isolated areas, who 
got this information. The regulations didn’t come out until Decem- 
ber, and they only had until April. Some of them didn’t even get 
around to it until April. They made mathematical errors, very 
obvious mathematical errors. They were misinformed as to their 
rights. They thought they were getting something for nothing, or 
they miscalculated or they were in hospitals and they asked somebody 
who knew nothing about the law to explain it to them. In a few cases 
they made very serious mistakes. We have cases in which one retired 
man ends up, because of the deductions withheld from his retired 
pay, $15 a month to live on. 

iow those people, had they understood fully what they were 
doing, would not have made the election that they did. 
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What we say here is that in these cases—and I will read the 
language: 
A retired member— 
now this applies only to a retired member— 
may revoke an election under this act— 
he must do it within 60 days after the enactment of this act— 


only if he can establish to the satisfaction of the Secretary concerned that he 
made such election because he vas misinformed as to his rights under the uniformed 
services contingency option act or because he made a substantial mathematical 
error in computing the cost of the benefits which he would derive under that act, 
and that such misinformation or error has resulted in undue hardship. 

Mr. Vinson. Now wait 1 minute. Mr. Chairman. In th: original 
law we gave them so many months to make the election. 

Mr. Bianprorp. Gave them until April 30, that is correct. 

Mr. Vinson. And they went ahead and made the election, these 
officers on the retired list. 

Mr. Kiupay. Enlisted men, too. 

Mr. Vinson. Enlisted men, too. Everybody had to make the elec- 
tion within a certain period of time. 

Mr. BLanprorp. That is right. 

Mr. Vinson. Under the original law. 

Now having made the election, some of them find out that it is a 
hardship to have made the election on the basis they did, giving to 
their wife a certain percent. 

Mr. BuLanprorp. That is exactly right. 

Mr. Vinson. Now, confronted with that, they wanted to modify 
and give them the privilege to make a new election. 

Mr. Bianprorp. No, no. This is a revocation completely. 

Mr. Vinson. Then it revokes their previous election. 

Mr. Buanprorp. That is right. 

Now let me mention 

Mr. Vinson. And then gives them so many days after this bill 
to make the election? 

Mr. Buanprorp. No, no. 

(Chorus of no.) 

Mr. Kitpay. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Arenps. Mr. Kilday. 

Mr. Kitpay. This seems very technical, but the basic point is that 
we were establishing a new system here, something that never existed 
before. 

Mr. Vinson. That is right. 

Mr. Kitpay. And we provided a period of time within which those 
already retired would have to decide whether they were going to come 
under it. 

Mr. Vinson. That is right. 

Mr. Kiupay. In getting out the regulations, it developed there was 
only about 4 months’ time in which they could do it, because the 
regulations came out so late. It was highly technical and each case 
depended on a separate actuarial determination. 

Mr. Vinson. That is right. 

Mr. Kitpay. Now in a very few days I think there had been 
requests 
Mr. BLanprorp. 160. 
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Mr. Kixpay. Of 160 is all we ever requested to be relieved of it. 

Take an old man with a very young wife, whose life expectancy is 
very low. It left him with no money because of the deductions made 
to provide for an annuity for her after he is dead. 

So this is a onetime affair. They are going to give them 60 days 
now for this limited number of people. 

Mr. Vinson. This winds it up? 

Mr. Kivpay. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Just to revoke. . 

Mr. Vinson. At the end of this time—whenever you make an 
election under that law it is binding. 

Mr. BianpForp. It is final. 

Mr. Vinson. That is right, it is final. 

Mr. BLanprorp. We figure the people from here on out are going 
to have plenty of time and plenty of advice on this election. But 
we did find cases where people—a case, for example, of an 80-year-old 
man who multiplied out——— 

Mr. Vinson. This applies to everybody, doesn’t it? 

Mr. BLanpForp. He put a decimal point in the wrong place. 

Mr. Vinson. It applies to every officer who has previously collected. 

Mr. Bennert. Enlisted men, too. 

Mr. BuanpForp. Only retired. 

Mr. Vinson. That is right. 

M:. BLaNpForD. But they estimate out of the 160 cases there will 
be approximately 30 cases which they will approve for revocation, 
that is all. 

Mr. AreNpbs. Does the author of the bill have anything he wants 
to say? 

Mr. Bennett. I would like to say it has met not only with the 
approval of the Department of Defense but also the Bureau of the 
Budget, and that shows it is a conservative bill. As a matter of 
fact, the Department of Defense liberalized the bill I introduced. 
So I think it is a very mild bill. 

Mr. Vinson. Let’s pass it. 

Mr. Arenps. The question is on the passage of the bill. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Aye. 

Mr. Arenps. 9302. All those in favor signify by saying ‘‘ Yea.” 
Contrary, ““Nay.’”’ The “Yeas” have it and the bill is favorably 
reported. 

The next bill is H. R. 9804, from our subcommittee No. 2, to 
authorize appointment of General Frank H. Partridge in the Justice 
Department. 

Mr. SHarer. I move the adoption. 

Mr. ArENps. It is a good one. Make a short statement, will you, 
Mr. Blandford. 

Mr. BLanpForp. Yes, sir. This bill will permit the appointment of 
General Partridge to a position as Deputy Commissioner of Immi- 
gration and Naturalization in charge of the border patrol. 

General Swing testified before our committee that of all the individ- 
uals in the United States with whom he was familiar, this man was 
best equipped to handle the problem and particularly the problem 
of the wetbacks. He gave us some fantastic figures, between three 
and four hundred thousand people in this country illegally in some of 
the big cities who should be deported. Most of them are wetbacks. 
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And he said that it would take a military man to organize this thing 
properly. He said it is in the nature of a war. It is in the nature of a 
defense line. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. ARENDs. Yes. 

Mr. Vinson. I think we all understand the purposes of the bill. 

I do think in writing up the report we should point out that this is 
following previous precedents, starting with General Marshall and 
others. 

Mr. BLanprorp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. It is nothing new. 

Mr. BLANpDForRD. No, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. I move the bill be favorably reported. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. Mr. Chairman, may I make one comment before 
we approve the bill? 

Mr. Arenpbs. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. General Swing made this statement, which I 
think is very important. He said the Senate offered him $6 million. 
He said, “I will take only three of it.’ He said, “Give me General 
Partridge and he will take care of the $3 million.”’ 

Mr. ArENps. As I recall, he said —the Senate offered him $6 million 
and he said, “Give me 3 million and General Partridge and you can 
have the other three.”’ 

Mr. Van Zanprt. That is correct. 

Mr. BLaNpForp. As a matter of fact, I have this statement in the 
report, Mr. Chairman: 

The Commissioner of Immigration and Naturalization testified before a sub- 
committee of the Committee on Armed Services that he would prefer the services 
of Major General Partridge in lieu of an additional appropriation of $3 million. 
This impressive endorsement speaks for itself insofar as the qualifications of 
Major General Partridge are concerned. 

Mr. AreEnps. All those in favor of reporting H. R. 9804 signify b 
saying “Yea.” Contrary, “Nay.” The “Yeas” have it and the bill 
is favorably reported. 

H. R. 9463 


Mr. ArENps. H. R. 9463, a report from the Special Subcommittee 
on Military Housing. 

Mr. Keiiener. Mr. Johnson has that, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Arenps. Mr. Johnson. 

Mr. Jonnson. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. ArENDs. You reported it out yesterday. 

Mr. Bennett. Noncontroversial. 

Mr. Jounson. Off the record. 

(Statement off the record.) 

Mr. Jonnson. Mr. Chairman, your special subcommittee on hous- 
ing was instructed by the full committee to examine into the various 
means of providing military family housing and to report back to the 
full committee the results of its study together with a bill, the passage 
of which could be reasonably expected this session. 

The committee has completed its assignment and you have before 
you the results embodied in H. R. 9463. H. R. 9463 was used during 
the latter part of the hearings for two purposes—first, it contaimed line 
items which were to be the i of the committee’s consideration and 
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was, therefore, convenient to use and second, its language, which 
contemplates direct construction by the Government, represented the 
subcommittee’s final conclusion as to the manner in which this interim 
program should be prosecuted. 

You will note that virtually every item in the bill has been changed. 
The very great majority of the changes were made by the Department 
itself on the principal basis of placing housing in this interim program 
at the places, and in numbers, where the need is most urgent. 

There was, however, no single reason for the changes in the bill but, 
rather, they were made, as I have indicated, on the basis of priority; 
in other instances items were stricken because there would not be 
beneficial occupancy of the base within the reasonably near future 
(Homestead Air Force Base, Fla., is an example of this). 

Mr. Vinson. What did you do there? 

Mr. Keuiener. Struck it from the bill, sir. 

Mr. Jounson. Took it out. 

Changes were also made to avoid interference with existing Wherry 
housing and the committee made some changes of its own which appear 
in its best judgment to be desirable. 

There are units authorized for some installations where there is 
Wherry housing. I feel certain, however, at no installation will the 
units to be constructed under this bill in any way interfere with the 
Wherry housing. For example, at Fort Campbell, Ky., there are 
12,000 Wherry housing units and, including the Wherry, there are 
available 2,449 family units on and off base. There still remains, 
however, a peacetime deficit of family quarters in the amount of 6,781. 

If the units to be constructed under this bill were all “new” in the 
true sense of the word, I cannot conceive of how the Wherry project 
could be interfered with. But there is still another consideration at 
Fort Campbell which makes it even more certain that the Wherry 
housing will not be interfered with and that is the fact that of the 
325 units to be constructed, 312 of them are replacements for converted 
barracks and other truly substandard housing. These units which 
are to be replaced will no longer be used for family quarters. 

Obviously, the next question which arises is, why not have more 
Wherry housing at Fort Campbell or any similar installation. Con- 
tinuing to use Fort Campbell as an example, the reason is the 1,200 
units were built in 4 increments and there was good opportunity to 
observe the desirability of them from the standpoint of those who 
were to occupy them. The committee was persuaded from the 
testimony received that the people at Campbell simply do not want 
Wherry housing and this is well substantiated by the virtual lack of 
a waiting list there. 

I don’t need to tell you how many ramifications this bill has gone 
through from the time it was first considered in full committee. 1 can 
say, however, after 13 meetings, which included those before the full 
committee, the subcommittee is convinced that at least for this time, 
the bill which we are recommending to the full committee is the cor- 
rect approach. We have made every effort to be fair, objective, and 
businesslike and I think we have succeeded. 

Mr. Chairman, I move favorable consideration of the foregoing 
report. 

Mr. Arenps. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask you a couple of questions 
at the moment: What is the total amount involved in this bill? Have 
you any idea? 
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Mr. Netson. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if some of us up here can 
have a copy of the bill? 

Mr. ARENDs. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kevieuer. Since last night I was only able to make 11 copies 
of the bill. There are about 150 changes in the bill as a result of the 
hearings. [Raising of hands.] 

Mr. SHarer. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask one question. 

Mr. ArEeNpDs. Just a minute. 

Mr. Kelleher. 

Mr. KeLiener. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Arenpbs. Can you give me some information on it? 

Mr. Keuiener. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Arenps. What is the total now involved, the number of units, 
and so forth? 

Mr. Ke.iener. In a few minutes I can give them to you—they 
are being run on the machine right now, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Arenps. O. K. 

Mr. Ketirner. | can give you an approximation. 

For the whole bill there are something in the neighborhood of 
13,500 units. 

The total for the Army was, under the 25,000-unit concept which 
was the original idea, $108 million. It is now $89 million including 
the rehabilitation. 

For the Navy it was $61 million and it is now $28,435 including 
the rehabilitation. 

The Air Force I do not have. That, again, is in the machine 
at this time. 

Mr. Vinson. What is the total amount? 

Mr. Bennerr. Dollar figures. 

Mr. Vinson. What is the total amount? 

Mr. Ketiener. Without the Air Force I don’t know what that 
is. It will be about $118 million, not counting the Air Force. I 
don’t know what that will be. 

Mr. Vinson. That is what the biggest item is. 

Mr. Keuiener. We just completed it late last night, you see, and 
I didn’t have time to complete all the addition yet. 

Mr. Arenps. This was from the original request of $350 million, 
with 25,000 units? 

Mr. Ke.uiener. That is correct. 

I might point out, and I think it is of interest, that in the Presi- 
dent’s budget message he included $175 million to be taken from cur- 
rent and previous appropriations. So it is consistent with the Presi- 
dent’s or the executive policy. And I am sure we won’t go much 
over the $175 million, though I don’t swear to that now. . 

Mr. Vinson. Do I understand there will be no need for direct 
appropriations? 

Mr. Ke.ueser. That is correct, no new money. 

Mr. Vinson. Up to $175 million? 

Mr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. All over $175 million must be direct appropriations? 

Mr. Keuiener. Yes, sir. And 1 think what would happen would 
be that none over $175 million would be built this year. 

Mr. Vinson. Now let me ask the chairman this. 
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On page 16 of the bill—I haven’t examined the bill closely, but I 
just see this item here: McGuire Air Force Base, N. J.: Five units of 
family housing. The Department estimated it will cost $141,750 
and you estimated it will cost $108,000. 

Now—— 

Mr. Ketiener. I can explain that, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. How do you get the same number of units at a less 
price when you are going to have the same square footage? 

Mr. Ke.iener. There are 14 instaliations 1ike McGuire. It is 
one of the 14. The Air Force was going to have about 2 generals, 
and the remainder of the 5 field grade officers, at each of these 14 
installations. The chairman insisted that they find out how many 
generals actually were at these installations. And of the 14 there 
1s 1 general at every one of them, with the exception of Mountain 
Home Air Force Base. 

If the number of generals’ quarters had been constructed in accord- 
ance with the Air Force plan the housing would have cost more because 
each general’s house cost $27,000. 

To use McGuire as an example, there is 1 general, not 3 there. 
So there will be 1 general’s house at $27,000. 

Mr. Vinson. That is all. 

Mr. Ketuener. And there will be 4 houses at $20,250. 

Mr. Vinson. I understand you to say that the President recom- 
mended we use $175 million from previous funds appropriated to take 
care of this public housing. 

Mr. Ke.LLenER. Previous, and the current, sir, which is in the bill 
on the floor today. 

Mr. Vinson. All right. 

Then why wouldn’t it be a sensible thing to limit your bill to $175 
million? Now why should we continue to have deficit spending, 
with the hope some day we will spend so much we might be able to 
balance the budget? 

Mr. Keuuener. I am hoping that we are going to come up with 
not too much more than $175 million. 

Mr. Arenps. This is going to be below $175 million. 

Mr. Vinson. Will it? 

Mr. Keener. If it is not, we may have to make some internal 
adjustments, or just eliminate, through the report, the construction 
of some of the units. 

Mr. Vinson. I think it might be well to wait and see how much it is 
going to cost. If it costs less than $175 million, why, we will go ahead. 
But if it is going to cost over $175 million, then we have to strike 
certain items. 

Mr. Arenps. Mr. Shafer. We will know in a little while. 

Mr. SHarer. I want to congratulate the special committee for 
removing from this bill or taking from this bill the item for Traverse 
City area, 75 units. I do so because of a little feud I am having with 
the Air Force about the site. 

It seems that the Air Force is determined to establish an air base, 
a jet base, within close proximity of the National Musie School at 
Traverse City. And there isn’t any doubt about it, the establishment 
of a base would destroy that school, which covers a considerable area. 
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They have right at the present time better than 13,000 students 
from all over the United States there. They will have better than 
4,000 this year during their season. 

There is in that area, it was testified to in this committee—they can 
go at least in a radius of 40 to 60 miles from that point. And in that 
area we have 27 sites that are far enough away from this school and 
just as good as that they have selected. 

They agreed in committee to permit the committee to look the site 
over that they selected, in order for us to assure the committee that 
the National Music School would not be bothered. 

Mr. Arenps. Is that the extensive inspection you are going to make 
this weekend? 

Mr. Suarer. No; I can’t make it this weekend. It will be about 
another week. 

Mr. Arenps. All right. 

Mr. SHarer. But | am glad to see them take the item out. 

And I am serving notice on the committee that I am going to 
oppose all line items in the bill pertaining to this Traverse City area. 

Mr. Vinson. Well, may I ask 

Mr. Suarer. Until—— 

Mr. AreNnps. Your inspection is made, 

Mr. Suarer. The:committee decides where to put this. 

Mr. Vinson. May I ask: Then it is understood there is nothing in 
this bill about houses for Traverse City? 

Mr. SuHarer. That is right. 

Mr. CunninGHAM. That is why it was taken out. 

Mr. SHarer. I am merely stating this for the record. 

I congratulate the committee and thank the committee for cooper- 
ating with me. 

Mr. Vinson. That is right. 

Now, has it been decided wherein that area the warning station 
will be constructed? 

Mr. Arenpbs. The committee is going up to make the inspection. 
We designated some members to go this week. 

Mr. Suarer. That is right. 

Mr. Arenps. But they are not going up until next week. And 
they are going up to look it over. 

Mr. Suarer. And they are not to proceed with the jet base until 
the committee authorizes it. 

Mr. Vinson. That is right. 

Mr. Arenps. That is fine. 

Anyone else have any questions? 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Arenps. Mr. Hardy. 

Mr. Harpy. I think since the committee is going to find time to 
inspect that, I am not sure that it might not be desirable to follow 
ne sen suggested by Mr. Vinson and limit this thing to $175 
million. 

Mr. Arenps. Mr. Hardy, we will get the figures as soon as they 
make this compilation on the adding machine. We will have that. — 

Mr. Harpy. That is right. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, there is a thought I want to develop. 

Mr. Arenps. Are you finished, Mr. Hardy? 
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Mr. Harpy. No. Let me finish, then. Because I wanted to discuss 
a couple of line items. 

Now I see three line items in here that I know a little something 
about. One of them is left in and that is Fort Eustis, which is an Army 
installation. And I am not a bit sure they need all that is left in there. 
And there are two little Navy propositions that they took out where 
the housing units were small. One of them was Northwest and the 
other was Drivers. And goodness knows, if there is anywhere at all 
that they need any housing it is in those two spots because they are 
both located way out in the country. Both of them are new installa- 
tions, that are just being activated. 

I certainly can’t understand why you took out that kind of propo- 
sition. 

Mr. Keuiener. That can be explained. 

Mr. Harpy. And leave in some of the others. 

Mr. Kewiener. That is very easy. There are Wherry housing 
projects to go in for both of those. 

Mr. Harpy. Wherry housing going in down there when you are only 
going to have 150 people at Northwest? 

Mr. Keuuener. That is what I am told. 

Mr. Harpy. Itiscrazy. You can’t put up a Wherry housing project 
in there. 

Mr. Keuuener. That is the testimony, and the reason—— 

Mr. Harpy. And the other where they propose eight houses. Why 
you won’t have enough people to justify housing projects. Both of 
them are located out in the country. 

Mr. Gavin. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Arenps. Would the gentleman yield to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

Mr. Harpy. Yes—except let me make this one observation. 

I want to see the testimony on those two before I go along with it. 

Mr. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Harpy. I am talking about two little Navy communications 
installations that have just been completed. 

Mr. Arenpbs. Mr. Gavin. 

Mr. Gavin. The only thing I observe is that this whole housing 
problem has been confusion on confusion. They came in here some 
several months ago and they asked us for a blank check for $350 
million to go on with housing projects. After we worked around 
here for a week or 10 days, with hearings each day, it was finally 
decided that they would come back and give us the line items so we 
knew what the $350 million was to cover. 

Well, then they hurriedly got together a program and presented 
the line items, which was not satisfactory to the committee. 

And then this committee was appointed, about a week or 10 days 
ago, to come up with some recommendations and the program. And 
now we are here today; $175 million in my way of thinkiug is a lot of 
money. 

Mr. Vinson. More money than [inaudible]. [Laughter.] 

Mr. Gavin. The question is whether or not we are moving with too 
much rapidity here to spend $175 million of the American taxpayers’ 
money, if we don’t know what we are going to spend it on. And 
nobody seems to know here this morning what we are spending it on. 
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The items that were in here are taken out. Mr. Hardy comes up 
with a suggestion that he is not satisfied with another particular area. 

Now, the question is do we know what we are doing? If we do, 
then it is all right to go ahead. If we don’t, I think we ought to give 
this matter a very careful consideration before we recommend spending 
$175 million, and we don’t know what we are spending it on. 

Mr. Arenpbs. The gentleman from California. 

Mr. Miuier. Mr. Chairman, I would like the record to show that 
I was the only member of the subcommittee that voted against report- 
ing this bill at this time. 

I want to congratulate the members of the subcommittee for their 
attendance and the chairman of the subcommittee for his patience 
and the way the committee worked. I have no fault to find with 
that. 

But I do subscribe to what my friend from Pennsylvania says. We 
are spending $175 million. There is conflict between Wherry housing 
and other types of housing. 

At first we were told that the Wherry housing was not suitable, and 
there was a great buildup against it. 

Now I don’t know whether it is suitable or not. But we didn’t 
have an opportunity to call the Wherry housing people before us and 
to get their side of the story. We heard an ex parte case. 

Now, the Wherry housing in the final analysis is guaranteed and 
supported by this Government. Sure the funds to take care of it 
come out of an insurance fund, but the insurance fund is Government 
money that is in another pocket. 

And there is at least one item in here where some of us did have an 
opportunity of getting a little information and we as a compromise— 
Mr. Cunningham I think will agree—slashed it from 60 to 30. But it 
started out much more than 60 in the original bill. 

Mr. Price. 60 units? 


Mr. Mituer. 60 units. 
Now we are speinding $175 million and perhaps—we know the 


necessity for housing. It might be a good excuse. I don’t think we 
can overbuild at these places. But I am still not certain or not satis- 
fied that this is the proper approach. 

I think this committee—and the committee had no time to do the 
job that it should have done. I think we should have heard the other 
side of this case. 

When we went into the Wherry housing we thought that it was a 
pretty good deal. It was giving private initiative the opportunity to 
supply housing that was heretofore supplied by the Government. 

And I am not certain that that isn’t still a pretty good idea. 

I am not convinced that Wherry housing is entirely wrong and that 
perhaps this is the best approach to it. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Miuter. I just want to make the record, my own record on this. 

My objection to tae biii was the hurried man ier in which we had 
to pass on it and the fact that we only heard one side of this contro- 
versy. 

Mr. Arenps. Any other members of the committee like to be heard? 
Mr. Cunninauam. Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Arenps. Mr. Cunningham. 


5769 


Mr. CunninGHAM. I think we should first get our sights oriented 
as to the charge that was given to the subcommittee, as I understand it. 

We had more than one job to do. First we had to decide whether 
or not for the long pull to recommend Government-built and Govern- 
ment-owned housing or continue under Wherry housing as it is, or 
recommend something in between. Then in addition to that we had 
another job, and that was this is an emergency and imperative to be 
done now. And that is the bill before us. 

We held hearings on the line items in this bill. I thought we did a 
pretty good job. As you look through and see the amount of reduc- 
tions we made and the amount we eliminated, I don’t believe any 
subcommittee in this committee ever accomplished more in a given 
length of time. 

That doesn’t mean that I am satisfied with it. It doesn’t mean 
that there aren’t errors about Fort Eustis and some others that 
could be corrected. 

But remember this: This morning we are reporting only this one bill, 
as I understand it. And the chairman can correct me if I am wrong. 
We still have a job to do. We still have to go into this question of 
Wherry housing and Government housing, and decide which to 
recommend or whether to recommend none of them and recommend 
a compromise, something in between. That is all in the future. We 
have plenty of time to do that. ‘ 

This is solely an emergency measure, to get a definite number of 
housing units now that are needed this year, nothing more. And 
that is all the report is this morning, as I understand it. 

Now if I am wrong, I wish someone would correct me. 

Mr. Bares. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. ArENDs. Mr. Bates. 

Mr. Bares. Mr. Chairman, I think I can concur pretty much with 
what has been said. 

Mr. Vinson. Which way? There have been two observations. 

Mr. Bares. By the gentleman from Iowa. 

Now I think everybody on the committee, on the subcommittee 
and here in the full committee, recognizes the fact that we need housing 
for our military personnel. 

Mr. Arenps. That is right. 

Mr. Bares. And we need it now. 

Mr. Vinson. Yes. 

(Chorus of “Amen.’’) 

Mr. Bates. Now we had that thought in mind. And we did explore 
the various avenues of approach to this measure, as did the full com- 
mittee before the subcommittee considered this problem. 

We saw a good deal of controversy concerning the lease-purchase 
idea. We saw the inadequacies of Wherry in many instances, because 
they are not applicable to temporary bases. 

The thing has been on the books, but still housing has not been 
forthcoming. 

So we met to see what we could do. We knew that there would be 
controversy. We knew that there would be many Congressmen from 
certain areas that perhaps would want housing in their particular area. 

But this only represents approximately 10 percent of the require- 
ment. That is all. 
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Mr. Vinson. The beginning. 

Mr. Bares. It is a small start. A aval 

Nevertheless, it is consistent with housing which was built in the 
pot for our military personnel. It is: self-liquidating, over the long 

ull. 

We think it is a good bill. . 

And as Mr. Cunningham indicated, we are not through with this 
thing. We are going to explore it further. But I think for our 
purposes we did a pretty gooa job. And it will provide housing now, 
which is the important thing. 

Mr. Kiupay. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Arenpbs. Mr. Kilday. 

Mr. Kitpay. I think I should be able to speak on this, because all 
I had in it has been taken out. [Laughter.] 

Mr. ArEeNpDs. You are certainly qualified. 

Mr. Jonnson. That wasn’t done maliciously, sir. 

Mr. Kitpay. No. I am not complaining about it. 

Here is the way I look at this thing from the practical standpoint. 
We had a big public-works bill here that we worked on for weeks and 
then the Department of Defense all of a sudden threw into our laps a 
request for a blank check $350 million, and they were to pick the 
locations and the numbers, and things of that kind. A new departure. 
And we didn’t buy it. : 

The practical situation is that we know housing is needed. We 
didn’t have to have the evidence to know it was needed. We need 
evidence as to where it is needed. 

But with all of the complaint about fringe benefits and people 
leaving the service, losing career people, I don’t think we can get our- 
selves in the position the Defense Department has put us in, of being 
the stumbling block on housing. Congress is going to have to do some- 
thing. And this is a very small start. And I would assume that the 
committee has seen to it that the bases at which these relatively few 
units go are bases which would remain in existence and active long 
enough that these particular units would be self-liquidating by the 
saving of the commutation of the quarters. 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes. 

Mr. Kipay. If that is correct, from the committee, I think we 
ought to report the bill and try to get it passed before we adjourn. 

Mr. Arenps. General Devereux. 

Mr. Gavin. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Arenps. General Devereux. 

Mr. Gavin. It certainly —— 

Mr. Arenps. I yielded to Mr. Devereux. 

Mr. Gavin. Pardon me. 

Mr. Deverevx. In consideration of this, we took into account the 
Wherry housing that was present, the title IX, the community support, 
and all of that, and came up in each case with a great deficit, a demon- 
strated need of additional housing, and we have only given them in 
this bill a very small percentage of the housing that was needed. 

Mr. Vinson. Now wait. 

May I ask you a question there? 

Mr. Devereux. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. Then in view of the fact that you made a survey of 
the housing statutes and the Wherry houses and only give them a 
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small percent, do you mean by that to convey the idea that later on 
you will probably turn to those agencies for further military houses, 
or will you follow along increasing this small number of units you have 
given? 

Now that is the only thing that worries me. Has that phase been 
explored to the extent that we will know we are committing ourselves 
now to a program along the Government building these houses, or 
are we going to get this small program and then get back to the 
Wherry houses and the FHA houses in a local community? 

Mr. Devereux. Mr. Vinson, I would say that the testimony indi- 
cated that the Wherry housing is not too attractive to a sponsor today. 
Some, of course, are in being and we felt that it was our responsibility 
to protect that Wherry housing where the Government has a very 
definite interest, as well as the Lanham Act housing and the title LX 
housing. 

However, it would appear to me at the present time that if we get 
back to the original concept and build our own quarters, that it will 
be in the interest of the Government. 

But we can’t do that to the extent where we are going to hurt our 
other Government investments, in the nature of Wherry housing or 
title LX. 

Mr. Harpy. Will the gentleman yield to me on that? 

I think that is a perfectly sound approach to this whole problem. 
I think the approach which the subcommittee has made is a good one. 
I believe we should go ahead. We recognize the need for housing. 
But I believe that you must have demonstrated that it makes sense 
to build these quarters out of appropriated funds, especially at a time 
when Wherry is not too popular among sponsors. 

And personally, I am inclined to think in the long run we are going 
to save money by building them out of appropriated funds. 

Mr. Devereux. In that connection I believe some new regulations 
were injected into the Wherry housing law that makes it less attrac- 
tive for private capital to go in and build these houses. 

Mr. Vinson. Well, now—Mr. Chairman. Will you yield for a 
question? 

Mr. AreNDs. Yes. 

Mr. Vinson. We are adopting a policy here now. Are we going to 
adopt the policy that we are going to abandon Wherry houses and we 
are going to continue to make direct appropriations? 

Mr. Jonunson. Will the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. Vinson. Because the Department will be guided in granting 
permission to build Wherry houses, if we say the approach is direct 
appropriation for these units. 

Mr. Jounson. Will the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. Vinson. That is the only question that worries me, whether or 
not we reached a decision as:to what we should do, whether we should 
go along now or explore it further to see whether private enterprise and 
title IX and Wherry housing and all these other things can step in. 

Now if we commit ourselves to direct appropriations, then, for this 
small percent, why, we are bound to carry on when they come up with 
the larger units. And the practical eflect is that you will not grant 
Wherry house construction. They will say, ‘“We will get direct ap- 
propriations from the Congress.”’ 

Mr. Jonnson. Will the gentleman yield to me? 
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Mr. Gavin. I have asked 

Mr. Devereux. Mr. Chairman. I would like to reply to that, if 
I may, please. 

Mr. Jounson. Yes. 

Mr. Devereux. My feeling was we have not completed our duty 
as this particular subcommittee. 

Mr. Vinson. Wait one minute now. That is the only thing that 
worries me, and worries Mr. Gavin and worries Mr. Miller. 

Don’t you think it is sound—and it was intimated by Mr. Cunning- 
ham. Don’t you think it is sound to reach a definite policy and then 
come here and tell us what your definite policy is, and no doubt the 
committee would be happy to go along with what conclusion you 
reach. 

Now you are saying you haven’t explored it sufficient to determine 
as to whether or not in the future the next program and the next 
implement will be along this line or whether we will slow down and 
turn to these other agencies for construction of houses. 

Mr. Cunnrncuam. Will the gentleman yield there? 

Mr. Devereux. Yes, I vield there. 

Mr. Jonnson. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Arenps. Mr. Johnson, the chairman of the subcommittee, 
wanted to ask a question. 

Mr. Jounson. I would like to answer Mr. Vinson. 

All we did was: Our instructions were to try to take care of the 
critical need for houses whithin the money available, which is about 
$175 million. And as Mr. Cunningham stated, we intend to explore 
the matter to see what is the correct long-term policy to build houses 
on. 
Mr. Vinson. Then in that connection, let me ask this—— 

Mr. Arenpbs. Go ahead and complete your statement, Mr. Johnson. 
Mr. Jounson. The point is we have to examine all these different 
schemes. 

Now the one that the Department of Defense brought up here 
appealed tome. It did, 7 or 8 years ago, appeal tome. But nobody 
agreed with me then and nobody agrees with us now, perhaps. 

But the main thing is that this isn’t setting a precedent for the 
building of houses by appropriated funds, in my opinion. We are 
going to try to find out if there is a way that we can build houses and 

ay for them out of rent money. That is what we are going to explore. 
Ve aren’t sure it can be done. I think it can be done. 

And we went through this as carefully as we could and as patiently 
as we could. 

There is a dire need for houses. The morale of the young officers 
and enlisted men is terrible because of the ill housing conditions. 

Mr. Gavin. Would the gentleman yield at that point? 

Mr. Jonnson. We think that this will help the morale of all the 
forces to a great extent. 

And in the meantime our committee—and if we can’t do it in this 
session of Congress we will do it in the next one. We will go ahead 
and explore and try to develop what we conceive to be a good long- 
term principle of building houses for the Armed Forces. 

Mr. Vinson. Don’t you think, Mr. Johnson, that that is what we 
should do before we commit ourselves to anything? 

Mr. Gavin. Mr. Chairman 
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Mr. Vinson. That is the only point I am making. 

Mr. Jounson. We haven’t had a chance to exhaust that problem. 

Mr. Gavin. You just got through saying you had 7 or 8 years—— 

Mr. Jounson. I didn’t—— 

Mr. ARENDs. Just a moment. 

Will the gentleman yield to the gentleman from Georgia? 

Mr. Jounson. All right. 

Mr. Vinson. I am looking at the bill. I see down at New River, 
N. C., you have 35 units costing $473,000. 

Now supposing it develops in your inquiry that you think you 
should adopt a different policy there. Then that would be an 
abandonment of those particular items? 

Mr. Jonnson. Not necessarily. 

Mr. Vinson. What? 

Mr. Jonnson. Not necessarily, sir. 

Mr. CunnincHam. Would the gentleman yield at this point? 

Mr. Gavin. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Arenpbs. The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. I would like to say to the —— 

Mr. Gavin. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Arenps. Allright. Are you finished, Roy? Would you yield? 

Mr. Jounson. I yield to Mr. Cunningham. 

Mr. CunninGuHamM. What the gentleman from Georgia has pointed 
out, in my opinion, is absolutely correct, and what he says we should 
do. But we are battling against time. Congress is going to adjourn. 

The time that it would take to hold the necessary hearings for this 
subcommittee to make a recommendation of policy for the future, as 
was requested by the chairman, Mr. Short—if we did that before con- 
sidering this bill there will be no temporary or no emergency housing. 
Therefore, we brought this in, only as an emergency measure. 

As I understand, the purpose of the subcommittee is to start in as 
soon as the chairman sees fit to do so to hold hearings to determine 
what policy we are going to recommend in the future. This is only a 
to pgap measure. 

Mr. Kinpay. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Cunnincuam. I don’t have any right to yield. I was yielded 
to. 

Mr. Jounson. I will yield, Mr. Kilday. 

Mr. Kiupay. I don’t understand the contention about establishing 
a policy of appropriated fund housing, when that was established 150 
years ago. 

Mr. Vinson. We are getting away from it now. 

Mr. Kitpay. Well—— 

Mr. Vinson. Through our various laws. 

Mr. Kiupay. 150 years ago we started building family quarters 
for the military personnel. And we ran into an expediency back about 
3 or 4 years ago when we eliminated family quarters in order to come 
within an arbitrary limitation made in the budget. And we got that 
much out of appropriated funds. 

I don’t know that there was ever anything said that we were then 
abandoning the traditional policy to build family quarters for military 
personnel. 

Mr. Jounson. Will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. Kixpay. So I think here the proper view is that we are con- 
tinuing a policy adopted 150 years ago, and building these relatively 
few, 13,500 units, in accordance with that policy. 

Mr. Vinson. Now, Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Kiupay. If you are going to change from that policy, there is 
plenty of time to do it in the future. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, let me make this statement. In view 
of what Mr. Cunningham said—and no doubt that is shared by Mr. 
Johnson, in view that this is a temporary approach to it and that the 
subcommittee will explore the whole field and be in position to advise 
the committee when it reconvenes in January—lI think it is all right 
for a temporary matter, with it distinctly understood in the record 
that the Department can continue during this interval to go ahead 
and make new Wherry houses commitments if it sees fit to or do any- 
thing along the previous lines of houses while we are not in session and 
we will determine when we get back as to whether we are going to 
continue direct appropriations or whether we are going to try to sell 
some of these new ideas that have been written in the statute book 
about the building of houses. 

Mr. Gavin. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Arenps. The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Gavin. I listened with a great deal of interest to what the 
gentleman has said, and his years of experience qualify him to talk 
on these matters. 

But you are doing exactly now what you have been complaining 
about, and I have heard you complain consistently over the years. 

Mr. Vinson. That is right. I know it. 

Mr. Gavin. You said that if the Department of Defense have a 
project to present they should bring it in here in the forepart of the 
year. 

Mr. Vinson. That is right. 

Mr. Gavin. And give the members of the committee an oppor- 
tunity to examine it and explore it and recommend. 

Mr. Vinson. Well 

Mr. Gavin. Now we come along to this proposition here today and 
we are going to accept it in the last few weeks of Congress, because 
it is an emergency existing and something must be done. 

What I can’t understand is that if the Department of Defense recog- 
nized the need for housing, which they evidently did, and which we 
recognized—and we want to cooperate to the fullest extent of our 
ability to do so, to build these houses to give relief to these men. But 
here is 6 months gone by. 

Mr. Vinson. That is right. 

Mr. Gavin. They don’t come in here with a project. They don’t 

ive us any policy. They ask us for a blank check. And now at the 
fast minute you are O. K.’ing $175 million worth of housing, and you 
don’t know what you are doing 

Mr. Vinson. Will the gentleman yield? That is 

Mr. Gavin. The point I am trying to make is this: Why don’t 
they come in here? They know the need. Why don’t they present 
to us in a regular manner a proposal that we can sit down here and 
examine and approve and feel that we have conscientiously done our 
part. But, no, now you come in here—— 
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Mr. Vinson. Mr. Gavin, may I say to you that I agree with you 
exactly, that she should have been in here a long time ago. But, you 
see, they didn’t have these nine additional Secretaries to help work 
it out within the year. [{Laughter.] 

Now we have provided for these nine additional Secretaries, and 
these additional Secretaries {laughter}. 

I do hope at the next session of Congress we can get these matters 
in at the beginning of it, to explore it most carefully. 

Mr. Kiupay. Well, we have six more Secretaries. 

Mr. Vinson. Yes, you got six more Secretaries, and that ought to 
insure us that they will do it. 

So with the understanding, Mr. Chairman, that this—— 

Mr. Gavin. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Vinson. With the understanding that this is not the policy 
and it is just a stopgap measure and that it is going to be explored 
and that the Department can continue between now and January 
to make commitments anywhere it wants to under the other laws, 
why, I am not going to oppose the bill. 

Mr. Bares. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Arenpbs. The gentleman from Massachusetts—— 

Mr. Gavin. Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment to offer. 

Mr. AreNps. All right, when we get to that we will consider it. 

Is there any more comments here? 

Mr. Bares. Mr. Chairman. 

From the point of view of the time factor many things have been 
discussed. But the counsel has called my attention to something 
that concerned us greatly as we considered this bill. All of us have 
been concerned about the radar screen. All of us have been talking 
about the scramble at our Air Defense Command stations. But in 
many cases we have our flyers who must man these planes some 15 
miles distant from the base. So it does no good whatsoever if you have 
the warning unless you can get the men in the air. And a good deal 
in this bill here takes care of that particular thing. 

Mr. Vinson. You can put them in the air if they lived in Wherry 
houses, Lanham houses, civilian houses or Government houses. 
All I am asking 

Mr. Bates. Excepting there is no—— 

Mr. Vinson. Let us make up our mind which way we are going to 
do. 

Mr. Bares. There is no indication you can get Wherry or other type 
of housing in the immediate future, and that is what we are talking 
about here. 

Mr. Arenps. The Chair would like to make one statement. 

First I want to compliment the committee. I think the committee 
under Mr. Johnson has done a fine job. I agree with the position 
they take and I am going to support this bill. 

A moment ago the adding machine had not completed its work 
and it was a question of whether or not we would come within the 
figure of $175 million. 

Mr. Kelleher now has informed me that the figure is <1 million 
over the 175 million. 

That would leave one conclusion, namely that if th¢ 175 million 
is available out of funds already available, that if we need $41 million 
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there will be more screening, continued screening of these projects, 
and probably end up with just $175 million. 

Mr. Vinson. Why don’t the screening take place in the committee? 

Mr. ArENpDs. Well—— 

Mr. Vinson. Why don’t the subcommittee reexamine it and reduce 
it down to $175 million? 

(Chorus of “Will the gentleman yield.”’) 

Mr. Jonnson. Will the gentleman indulge me for a moment? 

Mr. Vinson. Because you want it said to the House, ‘This is a 
bill that is not going to cost any money. The money has already 
been appropriated and we will not have to have any deficit spending 
to carry it out.” 

Now you don’t want to have to say to them, “It is going to cost 
$225 million. We have only got $175 million. So we got to ask 
$41 million from the Treasury.” 

Now we can do it in a day or two, and we are going to be here until 
a week or two from now. 

Mr. Jounson. Will the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. Vinson? 

Mr. Vinson. I yield to Mr. Kilday. He has a suggestion. Wait 
1 second, 

Mr. Jonnson. All right. 

Mr. Kinpay. Can’t we put appropriate language in the bill that 
$175 million is to be built out of current or previously appropriated 
funds? 

Mr. Vinson. That is right. 

Mr. AreNDs. That is right. 

Mr. Kintpay. And authorize the other $41 million from subsequent 
years. 

Mr. Vinson. That is right. 

Mr. Arenps. Fine. 

Mr. Vinson. I suggest- 

Mr. Arenps. Is that right, Roy? 

Mr. Jonnson. I concur in that. 

Mr. AreNnps. Let the chairman of the committee make that. 

Mr. Jounson. You want me to make that motion now? 

Mr. Arenps. Are we ready for amendments? Does someone else 
have something to say? 

Mr. Mitter. I was going to answer Mr. Bates. 

I fully agree with him that it was demonstrated that we needed these 
— where they had to scramble, and they did live off the base. 

ut that hardly goes for some items on page 12 of the bill where we 
are erecting some 35 or 40, $27,000 houses for generals, including 3 
sets of quarters in the Washington area. - 

Mr. Arenps. Maybe we want the general there, too. 

Mr. Mituer. The generals don’t have to scramble, and they don’t 
have to scramble in this area. 

Mr. Kipay. Mr. Chairman, in that connection, if your money is 
$41 million short, I sincerely hope that there is enough brains in the 
Department of Defense to leave out those generals’ houses. 

Mr. Arenps. That is right. 
Mr. WickersHam. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a question. 
Mr. AreNps. Yes, the gentleman from Oklahoma. 
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Mr. WickersHaAM. I wanted to make an observation and ask a 
question. 

In connection with the Wherry housing, which I presume is still 
going on, the one thing that has deterred the Wherry housing, as I 
understand it, is the cost certification. Now if that were stricken, 
vou will relieve yourself of that problem. 

One other observation I would like to make is that the Air Force 
says that the Strategic Air Command does need the men on the base, 
as the Air Defense Command. 

Now I would like to ask Mr. Kelleher in connection with this. I 
noticed you left most of the Altus, a Strategic Air Command Base, in, 
but the houses at Clinton were stricken and Fort Sill was stricken. 
Can you tell me the reason back of it? 

Mr. Kewiener. Altus is in for 370 units at $5,340,000. 

Mr. WickersuHam. | say it was left in. But Fort Sill and Clinton 
were stricken. Can you tell me the reason? 

Mr. Ke.uener. Yes, sir. Fort Sill comes up with a “plus deficit,” 
as the Department calls it, of six-hundred-odd units. It was not a 
serious situation at Sill according to the testimony received by the 
committee. 

Mr. WickersHaM. And the reasoning back of Clinton is they 
wouldn’t be built until the following year; is that correct? 

Mr. Keuiener. That is correct. 

Mr. Wickegsuam. O. K. 

Mr. Arenps. Now in keeping with the suggestion made a moment 
ago by the chairman of the subcommittee, Mr. Johnson—can you 
prepare an amendment? 

Mr. Ke.uener. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Arenps. To write in the bill this restriction, limiting it to $175 
million. 

Mr. Jounson. $175 million out of appropriated funds. 

Mr. Vinson. Then, Mr. Chairman, that would enable the com- 
mittee to state to the House there will be no appropriation required 
to carry out this program. 

Mr. Jonnson. That is correct. 

Mr. AreENps. That is the wish of the committee? All in favor of 
such on amendment will signify by saying ““Yea.’’ Contrary, ‘‘Nay.’’ 
The amendment is adopted. And you will prepare that amendment? 

Mr. | will, sir. 

Mr. Gavin. Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment. 

Mr. AreNnbs. The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Gavin. On page 5, the 4th Naval District, lines 14, 15, 16, and 
17, be restored to the bill. 

Mr. Hess. Is that a motion? 

Mr. Gavin. That is a motion. 

Mr. ArENpDs. Do you want to discuss it? 

Mr. Gavin. I don’t want to discuss it, except to say this is one of 
the oldest naval yards— 

Mr. Vinson. Let’s put it in. It doesn’t make a bit of difference 
in view of the amendment. 

Mr. Gavin. All right. 

Mr. Vinson. It doesn’t make a bit of difference. Let’s put it in. 

Mr. Jounson. That begins where? 

Mr. Gavin. Page 5, lines 14, 15, 16, and 17 be restored to the bill. 
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Mr. Vinson. In view of the amendment, it doesn’t make a particle 
of difference being in the bill. We can put in every item and it won’t 
make a bit of difference in view of the amendment. 

Mr. Gavin. All right, put it in, then. 

Mr. Devereux. Mr. Chairman, I wanted to say——— 

Mr. Gavin. I notice that anything that was in for Maryland is 
in the bill. 

Mr. Devereux. I beg you pardon, sir. If you will look at the 
5th Naval District, the naval hospital at Bainbridge, Md., was 
stricken from the bill. I made no objection to it in any way, shape, 
or form whatsoever. 

Mr. Gavin. The facts are we didn’t even have a copy of the bill 
for the committee to look to see what is in here or what isn’t in here. 

I am interested in Philadelphia. It is the only item in this bill that 
concerns my State. I am interested in the Philadelphia Naval Yard, 
and I would like to have that in. 

Mr. Hess. Then I will ask one for Ohio, too. 

Mr. Gavin. Ask one for Ohio. 

If I were on the committee I certainly would have made sure it 
remained in. But I didn’t happen to be on the committee and there- 
fore I didn’t have an opportunity. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, 1 move we include the language on 
the Fourth Naval District. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania—before we pursue this I would like to ask the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania whether he has personal knowledge as to the need for 
them? 

The reason I ask that question is this: There are two items in my 
district, that I mentioned a little earlier, that personally I think should 
be there. I hesitate to offer an amendment because I haven’t read 
the testimony. 

Now, frankly, I think they should have been in there based on my 
offhand knowledge of the matter. 

And I wonder whether the gentleman from Pennsylvania offered 
his motion with any more specific understanding than I have with 
respect to the two in my district. 

Mr. Gavin. I can’t say I have, because of the fact I didn’t have 
any knowledge they were to take them out. I knew they were in. 
Had I known, I certainly would have. 

Mr. Vinson. Let’s vote. 

Mr. AreENDs. The question is on the motion of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Jounson. Could I have a moment to comment there? 

Mr. ARENDs. Yes. 

Mr. Jounnson. If we start to do this, it will just ruin the whole bill. 

Mr. Vinson. No. it won’t. 

Mr. Jounson. It will ruin the bill. 

Mr. Harpy. That is the reason for my comments. 

Mr. Jonnson. Just a moment. All these were recommended by 
the Naval representatives here, these deletions. They were not of 
our volition. They were recommended by the people in the Navy 
that had a thorough understanding. 

Mr. Gavin. Why did they recommend them in the first place? 
Mr. Green. Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. ARENDs. The gentleman from Pennsylvania. Mr. Green. 

Mr. GrReEN. I am just as much concerned about the units in the 
Philadelphia area as my friend, Mr. Gavin. I asked Mr. Miller why 
those items were stricken out of the bill and he told me he thought 
that the Navy Department had come forth and said that they were 
not necessary at this time. 

Mr. Miter. That is right. 

Mr. Bares. Mr. Chairman- 

Mr. Green. | think in view of the fact: 

Mr. Vinson. Let’s vote, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. AreNbs. The gentleman from \ assachusetts says he has some 
additional information. 

Mr. Gavin. I think the gentleman has a right to be heard. He is 
trying to tell you what he is thinking, and he hasn’t finished his 
sentence vet. 

Mr. ArENbs. Complete your statement. 

Mr. Green. Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that there is 
interest in these units in the Philadelphia area, | think that somebody 
on the committee should give us some explanation why they were cut 
out. 

Mr. Bares. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Arenps. All right. The gentleman from Massachusetts says 
he has some knowledge of the situation. 

Mr. Bates. Mr. Chairman, I brought this subject up in committee, 
and perhaps the gentleman from California, Mr. Miller, will recall. 

I know something about the Fourth Naval District. I have done 
duty there. I realize the long distances folks have to travel to get 
down to that base at the end of Broad Street. Mainly they come over 
from New Jersey. It is a long trip. And there is no doubt in my 
mind that they are needed. 

There is no doubt in my mind, too, that there are many items which 
have been stricken from this bill perhaps that are equally needed. 

So we get down to the question, Mr. Chairman, of making, I think, 
a policy decision here. There are a good many items which have been 
stricken from this bill which are in fact needed, and Philadelphia in 
my judgment is needed. 

Mr. Miter. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Bates. Yes. 

Mr. Mitter. Will you yield? 

Mr. Bates. Yes. 

Mr. Miter. I was going to say the gentleman will remember when 
we marked up the bill in these places the greatest explanation that 
we got on most of the items that were stricken is that ‘The item on 
page 5, line 14 to 17, will be stricken from the bill,” ‘The items on 
page 7, line 12 to 15, will be stricken from the bill,’ and we struck 
them from the bill. 

The Navy came in and we assumed that it was their setup. 

Mr. Bares. No. 

Mr. Miter. That these were less-pressing priority than the ones 
that were in there. 

Mr. Bates. Well, now, I will go along with that. 

Mr. Green. Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that Mr. Bates has 
explained how these things were stricken from the bill—and the 
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explanation does not satisfy me. I think there is a lot of items in the 
bill that are a lot less important than the Philadelphia Naval District. 

I second the motion of Mr. Gavin. And I feel the same as he does, 
that these items should be put back in the bill. The Philadelphia 
Naval District needs them and they should be there. 

I suppose if we had the opportunity to go over this bill item by 
item we could strike a lot of the things in the bill now out of it. I 
think the Philadelphia Naval District is one of the important naval 
districts in the country, and we need the units up there. 

Mr. Bares. Before I yield the floor, Mr. Chairman, I don’t want the 
impression gained that I indicated that the Philadelphia Shipyard 
requires housing more than some others which are in the bill. 

Mr. Miuuer. I want to say the gentleman did make a very good 
plea for the Philadelphia Shipyard. 

Mr. Bares. But from personal knowledge 

Mr. Mitier. From your personal knowledge. 

Mr. Bares. I know they are needed. 

Now whether in relative terms they are needed more than other 
units which have been stricken from the bill I am not in a position to 
say. 

Mr. Gavin. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Devereux. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Bares. Yes. 

Mr. Devereux. In view of the fact we are putting a limitation of 
$175 million, even if we put this back in the bill, certainly the Navy 
couldn’t then go ahead and construct these because they have taken 
the position that they were less needed than some other project. 

Mr. Gavry. Would the gentleman yield? Let the Navy decide 
that. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. They have decided that. 

Mr. Gavin. That is right, they decided that. But put it back in 
the bill and let them decide—— 

Mr. Vinson. Let’s vote. 

(Chorus of Chairman.’’) 

Mr. Arenps. The question is on the amendment of the gentle- 
man— 

Mr. Gavrix. Mr. Chairman. Now, if we went over these items item 
by item, there would be plenty of controversy. I just happened to 
bring this up. Now they are uncertain about it and they must be— 
can you conscientiously, you members of the committee, tell me that 
you are satisfied with every line item that is in this bill? 

Mr. Miuuer. No. 

Mr. Gavin. Can you tell me that? 

Mr. Jounson. I will tell you that. i am. 

Mr. Bennett. I am, also. But I want to add yours, too. 

Mr. Gavin. What? 

Mr. Benner. I want to add yours, too. But I am conscientiously 
in favor of all the items. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Chairman, let’s vote on the motion of the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Vinson. Vote. 

(Further calls for vote.) 

Mr. Arenps. The question is on the motion of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, that on page 5 the 4 lines be reinserted in the bill, 
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line 14 to and including line 17 in the bill. All those in favor, signify 
by holding up their right hand. 

Mr. Buanprorp. I didn’t get the yeas. 

Mr. AreNps. Excuse me. Hold them up, again. He didn’t get 
the count. Yeas in support of the amendment. 

Mr. BLANpDFoRD. 10 yeas. 

Mr. Gavin. There is another one. 11. 

Mr. GREEN. One more. 

Mr. BLaNnpForD. 11, yes. 

Mr. ArENpDs. To the contrary. 

Mr. Buanprorp. I have 11 yeas and 10 nays 

Mr. Gavin. You get it straight. 

Mr. GREEN. 8 nays and 11 yeas. 

Mr. Hess. I have an amendment. 

Mr. Kitpay. Mr. Chairman, preferential motion. 

(Chorus of ““Mr. Chairman.’’) 

Mr. AreNDs. Wait a minute. What was his report? 

Mr. Kinpay. He reported it carried. 

I have a preferential motion. I move that the committee be now 
adjourned. 

Mr. Jounson. I second the motion. 

(Further seconds.) 

Mr. Vinson. Let’s vote on it. 

Mr. Arenps. I wish we could get this bill out of here today. 

Mr. Vinson. Yes. 

Mr. Hess. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Kitpay. The motion is not debatable. 

Mr. Hess. We have a subecommittee—— 

Mr. Kiipay. The motion is not debatable, and I demand a vote on 
my motion that the committee adjourn. 

Mr. AreNnpbs. That is right. There must be a vote, without debate. 
The question is on the motion of the gentleman from Texas that we 
do adjourn. Now those in favor, signify by voting “aye.” To the 
contrary, “no.”’ 


no.” The Chair thinks the noes have it. The noes have 
it and the preferential motion is defeated. 

Mr. Hess. Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment now—— 

Mr. ArEeNpbs. Don’t do that. 

Mr. Hess. It is as fair for one as it is for the other. If it is going 
to be logrolling, let’s have it. 

Mr. Vinson. It isn’t logrolling. 

Mr. Hess. Certainly it is logrolling. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Chairman, I have one, too. 

Mr. Kitpay. I think I better renew my motion to adjourn. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, I think we will all get along here all 
right. Let’s vote. 

(Chorus of “Mr. Chairman.”’) 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, I move 

Mr. Arenps. I recognize the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. Hess. I withdraw it. 

Mr. Arenps. He withdraws it. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Chairman, I have one, too. 

Mr. ArENDs. The gentleman from Ohio has withdrawn his. I hope 
the gentleman from Virginia will do the same thing. 
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Mr. Harpy. I didn’t want to offer mine, Mr. Chairman, because 
| hadn’t read the testimony. 

And I still reserve the right after reading the testimony in the record 
of the subcommittee to offer that amendment on the floor. 

Mr. Bennett. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. If I do, | am certainly going to make reference to the 
action taken on the Philadelphia item. 

Mr. Gavin. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, | move the bill be favorably reported 
as amended, and on that I ask for ayes and noes. 

Mr. Devereux. I second it. 

Mr. Arenps. All right. It has been moved and seconded that the 
bill be favorably reported, and the vote be takea by yeas and nays. 

Call the roll. 

(Rolleall.) 

Mr. BLanprorp. On this vote, Mr. Chairman, there are 22 ayes 
and 2 nays. 

Mr. Arenps. And the bill is favorably reported. 

Mr. Vinson. Waita minute. Mr. Chairman, before the committee 
adjourns, I ask to have a hearing before the full committee on Monday 
on H. R. 8595. A report has just been received from the Secretary of 
the Department of Defense. It is a bill that I introduced to amend 
the Uniform Code of Military Justice to make communism in the 
armed services an offense punishable by the military courts. 

Mr. Arenps. We have a regular committee meeting set for Tues- 
day morning? 

Mr. Buanprorp. No, sir, there are no more full committee meetings 
scheduled. 

Mr. Arenps. No more full committee meetings. 

I will discuss that with you; 

Mr. Vinson. Wait 1 minute. Tuesday is the regular meeting day, 
you know. 

Mr. Buanprorp. If called by the chairman, ves. 

Mr. Vinson. Oh, no. The statute fixes the regular meeting day 
as Tuesday. And it is the rule of the committee. Of course, only by 
a vote of the committee can you set it aside. Because it is fixed 
under the rules of the House, and the rules of the committee, that 
Tuesday is the regular committee day and can be set aside if the com- 
mittee wants to set it aside. 

But I will talk with Mr. Arends about it. 

Mr. Arenps. We will get together and discuss the matter fully. 

Mr. Vinson. We want to have a hearing on that before we adjourn. 

Mr. Arenps. The committee stands adjourned until call of the 
Chair. 

(Whereupon, at 11:15 a. m., the committee adjourned.) 
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